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ABSTRACT
Background: Prejudice against transgender people is widespread, yet in spite of the preva-
lence of this negativity relatively little is known about the antecedents and predictors of
these attitudes. One factor that is commonly related to prejudice is religion, and this is espe-
cially true for prejudice targets that are considered to be “value violating” (as is the case for
transgender individuals).

Method: In this paper, we present the findings of our systematic search of the literature
on this topic and present the synthesized evidence. Our search strategy was conducted
across five databases and yielded 29 studies (across 28 articles).

Results: We found consistent evidence that self-identifying as with either being “religious”
or as Christian (and to a lesser extent, being Muslim) was associated with increased
transprejudice relative to being nonreligious (and to a lesser extent, being Jewish).
Additionally, we found consistent evidence that certain forms of religiosity were also related
to transprejudice – specifically religious fundamentalism, church attendance, and interpreta-
tions of the bible as literal (transprejudice was unrelated to religious education).

Conclusion: Although this young, but important field of research is growing, more empir-
ical exploration is needed to fully understand that nuances of the religion-transprejudice
relationship.
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Public awareness and the visibility of transgender
and gender-variant individuals has increased in
recent times, with a significant rise in public dis-
cussions concerning transgender issues over the
last decade (e.g., improving legal rights, access
to healthcare, gender-neutral bathrooms, etc.;
Bockting et al., 2016; Stroumsa, 2014). Yet des-
pite increased awareness, transgender people
remain subject to significant discrimination and
harassment (Lombardi, 2009; Miller & Grollman,
2015; Stotzer, 2008). A growing body of evidence
indicates that a majority of transgender people
have been assaulted due to their gender identify
(Clements-Nolle, Marx, & Katz, 2006; Kidd &
Witten, 2007; Stotzer, 2009). For example, vio-
lence against transgender people is four times as
likely to cause hospitalization (Lynch, 2005) and
the murder rate has been estimated at 17 times
higher than victimization patterns of the general

population (Lee & Kwan, 2014; 2,264 murders of
transgender people recorded globally between
January 2008 and September 2016; Transgender
Europe, 2016). Moreover, in a number of coun-
tries being transgender is illegal and can attract
heavy penalties including jail time (Hurst,
Gibbon, & Nurse, 2016).

Negative attitudes toward transgender individ-
uals are prevalent in most societies, with research
indicating that a range of demographic factors,
ideological values, and belief systems predict anti-
transgender attitudes and behaviors (Willoughby
et al., 2010). In particular, religion appears to
play an important role in predicting negative atti-
tudes toward transgender individuals (Nagoshi
et al., 2008; Tee & Hegarty, 2006). The major
aim of this paper is to systematically review the
literature that has examined the relationship
between religion and attitudes toward
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transgender people, and to synthesize the avail-
able evidence on this relationship.

Being transgender: Definitions, stigma, and
discrimination

Transgender is an umbrella term used to define
individuals whose gender (i.e., the gender that an
individual psychologically identifies as) differs to
the sex they were assigned at birth (American
Psychological Association [APA], 2015; Davidson,
2007). For example, a transman is a person who
was assigned a female sex at birth – but psycho-
logically identifies as a man (Collazo, Austin, &
Craig, 2013; see van Anders, 2015 for a more
nuanced discussion of gender/sex and sex diverse
labelling). Some transgender people have no desire
to “transition,” and this might be because they do
not experience the dysphoria sometimes associated
with sex-gender incongruence. Others live with
sex-gender incongruence and decide not to transi-
tion for a variety of reasons (e.g., social pressure
and financial burden). Many socially, medically,
and/or legally transition from the sex that they
were assigned at birth to that of their gender
(Collazo et al., 2013)1. Each of these varying levels
of transition (including the choice not to transi-
tion) results in an individual’s trans-status being
more visible (at least in the instance of the early
stages of transition), which then has the potential
to make these individuals the target of negative
attitudes, or transprejudice (Elischberger, Glazier,
Hill, & Verduzco-Baker, 2016; Erich et al., 2007;
Kenagy, 2005; King, Winter, & Webster, 2009).2

Transgender people face widespread stigma and
discrimination across a variety of domains, includ-
ing employment, housing, healthcare, and the legal
system (Grant et al., 2011; Kenagy, 2005;
Lombardi, 2009). Consistent with research in the
areas of sexism, racism, and sexual prejudice,
research on transgender issues has revealed that a
combination of demographic factors, values and
beliefs can lead to transprejudice (Willoughby
et al., 2010). A large body of research indicates
that gender, political views, and religiosity predict
transprejudice -specifically, men are more likely
than women to express transprejudice (although
both men and women report higher levels of
transphobia if they possess traditional views of

gender – e.g., belief in gender binary), as are those
who endorse conservative political ideologies, and
those holding conservative religious beliefs or
identifying as religious (Costa & Davies, 2012; Hill
& Willoughby, 2005; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Norton
& Herek, 2013; Tee & Hegarty, 2006; Willoughby
et al., 2010). The relationship between religion and
transprejudice is the focal point of this review.

The role of religion in transprejudice

Many religions are based on teachings of peace,
love, and tolerance (Johnson, Rowatt, & LaBouff,
2012) and thus, at least based on those specific
teachings, these religions promote intergroup
pro-sociality. However, evidence from studies of
religion and social attitudes have paradoxically
revealed that religion is typically a predictor of
intergroup anti-sociality, or in other words reli-
gion tends to predict most forms of prejudice.
When conceptualizing religion in terms of self-
reported categorical religious affiliation (i.e.,
Christian, Muslim, Jewish, etc.), religiously affili-
ated individuals tend to report more negative
attitudes against a variety of social outgroups
than individuals who are not religiously affiliated
(Allport, 1954; Shariff, Willard, Andersen, &
Norenzayan, 2016). In terms of transprejudice,
recent research has documented that religiously
affiliated individuals report less interpersonal
comfort (Kanamori, Pegors, Hulgus, & Cornelius-
White, 2017), and more negative attitudes
towards transgender people than non-religious
individuals (Solomon & Kurtz-Costes, 2018; simi-
lar findings exist for trans-youth, see Elischberger
et al. 2016). Social attitudes that are related to
transprejudice reveal similar patterns: religiously
affiliated individuals tend to be more prejudiced
against gay men and lesbian women (Christianity:
Whitehead, 2014; Muslims: Anderson & Koc,
2015), and are less supportive of gay rights (e.g.,
Anderson, Koc, & Falomir-Pichastor, 2018) and
marriage equality (e.g., Anderson, Georgantis, &
Kapelles, 2017), than non-religious individuals.

It is often argued that this link between religious
affiliation and negative social attitudes is driven by
perceptions that the attitude-target is violating their
religion’s value system (Herek, 1987; Hunsberger &
Jackson, 2005). The severity of prejudice toward
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social outgroups can vary depending on the reli-
gion and doctrine a person follows (Goplen &
Plant, 2015). For example, research indicates that
Jewish people have higher acceptance of gay men
and lesbian women (Lottes & Kuriloff, 1992; Wills
& Crawford, 1999), and transgender people
(Cragun & Sumerau, 2015) than people identifying
with other religions. In addition, most Abrahamic
religions (e.g., Judaism, Christianity, and Islam)
contain dogmas in which their respective deity cre-
ate mankind with individuals who are perfectly
entrenched in the gender binary (e.g., Christianity’s
Adam and Eve), and thus religions might be instil-
ling cisgender normativity into individuals who
ascribe to their doctrines.

Religious affiliation is often used in social atti-
tudes research because of the simplicity of this of
quantification of religion. However, researchers
have established that the simple categorical quan-
tification of religious affiliation (i.e., Christian,
Muslim, Jewish, etc.), might not be the most
meaningful operationalization, and instead have
used a continuous quantification of religiosity
(i.e., the degree to which people are involved in
their religion or integrate religion into their daily
lives) in their research. Religiosity has been con-
ceptualized in many ways. Some researchers have
measured religious behaviors such as church
attendance or frequency of praying. Others have
preferred to use individual difference style meas-
ures of religiosity, including intrinsic and extrin-
sic religious orientations (i.e., personal vs.
instrumental uses of religion, respectively), reli-
gious fundamentalism (i.e., an authoritarian set
of beliefs that identify one set of religious teach-
ings as the fundamental truth), beliefs in deity, or
an amalgamation of these and other forms of
religiosity (i.e., general religiosity; for a review,
see Anderson, 2015). Indeed, there is evidence
that religiosity can quantify religion in a way that
is differently meaningful to religious affiliation
(Allport, 1954; Anderson & Koc, 2015; Whitely,
2009) - particularly in the specific case of explor-
ing religious-based prejudice.

Regardless of their religious affiliation, people
who report higher levels of religiosity have been
found to report more negative attitudes toward
people perceived to violate religious worldviews
(Whitley, 2009; Whitley & Lee, 2000). As such,

individuals who are higher in religiosity may
express more prejudiced attitudes toward trans-
gender people due to increased belief in, and
adherence to, specific doctrinal ordinances against
gender variant behavior (Finlay & Walther, 2003;
Whitley, 2009). As such, people who highly value
their religious beliefs may be intolerant of gender
nonconforming behavior and are more likely to
feel validated in expressing transprejudice (Norton
& Herek, 2013; Willoughby et al., 2010). In add-
ition, a growing body of recent evidence has
linked various forms of religiosity to transpreju-
dice including church attendance (Fisher et al.,
2017), literal interpretations of the bible (Cragun
& Sumerau, 2015), and religious fundamentalism
(Nagoshi, Cloud, Lindley, Nagoshi, & Lothamer,
2018). Religious fundamentalism appears to have
the most consistent relationship with measures
of prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992;
Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005), including transpre-
judice (e.g., Nagoshi et al., 2008).

In summary, transgender people are becoming
more publicly visible and so it is important to
understand the antecedents and consequences of
attitudes towards this socially vulnerable group.
The broader relationship between religion and
social attitudes is complex and tenuous – how-
ever, the literature suggests that religion might be
related to negative attitudes toward this specific
group for a variety of reasons. The aim of this
paper is to identify and synthesis the available
data exploring the religion-transprejudice rela-
tionship, and to systematically consider this evi-
dence in light of various quantifications of
religion used in this literature.

Methods

This systematic review was conducted and
reported based on the Cochrane methodology
(Higgins & Green, 2011). The methods and
results are presented in accordance with the rele-
vant sections of the Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA;
Moher et al., 2015). The protocol detailed below
was developed prior to study commencement to
guide the systematic search and data extraction.
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Eligibility criteria

In order to be eligible for inclusion in the system-
atic review, studies had to meet the following crite-
ria: (1) include a measure of transprejudice—that
is, a measure of attitudes toward transgender peo-
ple or peoples; (2) include a measure of religion
(i.e., categorical self-classification) or religiosity
(e.g., religious affiliation, religious fundamentalism,
frequency of religious attendance, etc.); (3) present
statistical quantitative evidence for the religion-
transprejudice relationship; (4) be published in
peer-reviewed academic journal, and; (5) be avail-
able in English.

Information sources and search strategy

Articles were identified by searching the follow-
ing five databases: Web of Science, PsycINFO,
PsycEXTRA, Proquest Psychology Collection and
EBSCO Psychology and Behavioral Sciences
Collection, using search terms designed to target
three key concepts: (1) transgender (transgender�
OR transsexual� OR "male to female" OR "female
to male" OR "FtM" OR "MtF), (2) attitudes
(attitud� OR belie� OR opinion� OR perception�
OR perceive� OR judg� OR prejudic� OR
stigma� OR discriminat� OR stereotype�), and
(3) religion (religio� OR spiritual� OR faith� OR
Christian� OR Islam� OR Muslim� OR Buddhis�
OR Hindu� OR Catholic� OR Protestant� OR
Judaism or Jew� OR Sikh� OR Mormon� OR
Fundamentalis�). Limits of “English language”
were applied, and no restrictions were placed on
year of publication.

Study selection and data collection process

The searches were completed in April 2018, after
which all records identified by the search strategy
were downloaded from the five databases and
merged into a single EndNote library. After both
automated and manual removal of duplicates,
records were screened by two independent
researchers for eligibility. Screening was first con-
ducted by examining titles and abstracts of all
records (discrepancies were all moved through to
the full-text screening phase); records which
passed this stage were downloaded and full text

articles were examined for relevance in accord-
ance with inclusion criteria detailed above.

Information was extracted from all relevant
records, and the extracted data included the year
of the study, sample size, population characteris-
tics (age, gender, religious affiliation, etc.), meas-
ures, and main findings for each study.

Quality assessment of individual studies

We used the AXIS appraisal tool to assess the
methodological quality and reliability of the stud-
ies included in this review study quality (Downes,
Brennan, Williams, & Dean, 2016). Each study
was evaluated on 20 criteria (e.g., clarity of study
aims and methodological rigour) as either yes
(classified as a 1) or no/unsure (classified as 0),
and thus each study is assigned a score out of 20.
It is worth noting that the interpretation of these
scores is subjective. The outcomes of this quality
assessment are summarized in the extraction
table and presented in full in the supplemen-
tary material.

Results

Study selection

The search yielded a total of 1,120 unique
records. After abstract screening, 78 articles
(6.98%) were deemed eligible for full-text review.
Twenty-six studies within 25 articles met inclu-
sion criteria. An additional three studies (one
published and two unpublished were identified
through a call for unpublished research, resulting
in a total of 29 studies within 28 articles. The
study selection process is illustrated in Figure 1.

Study characteristics

The 29 studies (within 28 articles) included in
this systematic review contained data regarding
religious affiliation and 5 categories of religious
beliefs and behaviors (i.e., religiosity, biblical lit-
eralism, religious service attendance, religious
fundamentalism, and religious education). The
majority of studies presented the data provided
by populations from the United States (k¼ 22).
Most studies presented data from samples of uni-
versity students or university faculty members
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(k¼ 18), while a lesser number presented data
from community samples (k¼ 9). One study pre-
sented data provided by mental health nurses
(Riggs & Bartholomaeus, 2016), and one by reli-
gious leaders (Mbote, Sandfort, Waweru, &
Zapfel, 2018). All studies involved both male and
female participants, except for a single study
which used only male participants (Watjen &
Mitchell, 2013). The results of the data extracted
from these articles have been synthesized below;
study characteristics are summarized in Table 1.

Religious affiliation

Religious identification

All six studies examining self-identification found
that identifying as “religious” was associated with
higher levels of transphobia than identifying as
not religious (i.e., atheist, agnostic, or no religion;
Elischberger et al., 2016; Grigoropoulos &
Kordoutis, 2015; Haupert, 2018; Scandurra,
Picariello, Valerio, & Amodeo, 2017; Solomon &

Kurtz-Costes, 2018 [Studies 1 & 2]). Three of
these studies (Elischberger et al., 2016;
Grigoropoulos & Kordoutis, 2015; Scandurra
et al., 2017), along with an additional study
(Worthen, 2014), examined religious identifica-
tion as a predictor of transprejudice. Three stud-
ies found that self-identification as religious
predicted transprejudice (Elischberger et al., 2016;
Scandurra et al., 2017; Worthen, 2014), while the
forth study found that religious self-identification
was only correlated to attitudes at the bivariate
level but was not a significant predictor in mul-
tiple regression analyses (Grigoropoulos &
Kordoutis, 2015).

Specific religious affiliations

Christian participants were the most frequently
sampled religious affiliation in this literature. Six
studies explored transprejudice as a function of a
Christian affiliation—specifically, by comparing
participants who identified as Christian and those
who identified as having another religion or no
religion (Cragun & Sumerau, 2015; Kanamori
et al., 2017; Mao, Haupert, & Smith, 2018; Mbote
et al., 2018; Scandurra et al., 2017; Watjen &
Mitchell, 2013). These studies all found that
Christian participants reported more transpreju-
dice than did non-Christian/nonreligious and
Jewish participants (Kanamori et al., 2017;
Scandurra et al., 2017; Watjen & Mitchell, 2013),
however, there were no differences in attitudes
between Christian participants and participants of
other religions (e.g. Buddhist, Islamic, Hindu, etc;
Cragun & Sumerau, 2015). Another study found
that Protestant participants reported more trans-
prejudice than other Christians and participants
of other religions; however, all religious groups
reported higher levels than participants with no
religion (Mao et al., 2018). One African study
found that more Muslim leaders than Christian
leaders felt that it was morally wrong for a man
to present himself in public as a woman and for
a woman to present herself in public as a man
(Mbote et al., 2018). One of these five studies
(Cragun & Sumerau, 2015), as well as an add-
itional study (Lewis et al., 2017) examined
Christian affiliation as a predictor of transpreju-
dice. One study found that identifying as

Figure 1. Flowchart of study selection.
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Christian predicted transprejudice (Cragun &
Sumerau, 2015), while the other found differences
between Christian denominations—specifically,
that identifying as an Evangelical or Protestant
Christian did not predict transprejudice; however,
being any other Christian religion (e.g., Catholic)
did predict increases in transprejudice (Lewis
et al., 2017).

Two studies explored differences in transpreju-
dice as a function of a Jewish religious affiliation
(Cragun & Sumerau, 2015; Elischberger et al.,
2016). Both studies found that Jewish participants
had less transprejudice than participants of other
religions. In addition, Cragun and Sumerau
found that Jewish participants’ attitudes toward
transgender people did not differ from partici-
pants who reported having no religion, and that
being Jewish predicted decrease in transprejudice
in multivariate analyses.

Religiosity

General religiosity

All nine studies that evaluated the role of religi-
osity (i.e., nonspecific religiosity, typically meas-
ured with single items—see Table 1 for specifics)
found that individuals with higher levels of religi-
osity reported more transprejudice than individu-
als endorsing lower levels of religiosity (Acker,
2017; Ali, Fleisher, & Erickson, 2016; Cragun &
Sumerau, 2015; Elischberger, Glazier, Hill, &
Verduzco-Baker, 2018; Norton & Herek, 2013;
Skarsgard, Ganesan, Broussard, Goldsmith, &
Harton, 2014; Solomon & Kurtz-Costes, 2018
[Study 1]; Riggs & Bartholomaeus, 2016;
Willoughby et al., 2010).3 However, it is worth
noting that Skarsgard et al. (2014) found that this
relationship was only significant in a student
sample and not a community sample. Four of
these studies (Acker, 2017; Cragun & Sumerau,
2015; Elischberger et al., 2018; Norton & Herek,
2013) and an additional study (Worthen, 2017)
examined religiosity as a predictor of transpreju-
dice. All five studies found that religiosity was a
significant predictor of negative attitudes toward
transgender individuals (Acker, 2017; Cragun &
Sumerau, 2015; Elischberger et al., 2018; Norton
& Herek, 2013; Worthen, 2017). However, it isTa
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worth noting that Norton and Herek (2013)
found that this result was qualified by the partici-
pants gender, and that this relationship existed
only for women and not for men.

Religious fundamentalism

All six studies assessing religious fundamentalism
(beliefs that one set of religious teachings are the
unchanging and fundamental truth) found that
religious fundamentalism was a bivariate correlate
of transprejudice (Adams, Nagoshi, Filip-
Crawford, Terrell, & Nagoshi, 2016; Fisher et al.,
2017; Garelick, Filip-Crawford, Varley, Nagoshi,
Nagoshi, & Evans, 2017; Mao et al., 2018; Nagoshi
et al., 2008; Nagoshi et al., 2018). Two of these
studies also examined religious fundamentalism as
a predictor of transprejudice. Nagoshi et al. (2008)
found that religious fundamentalism was a signifi-
cant predictor of transprejudice when simultan-
eously entered in a block with authoritarianism,
and Garelick et al. (2017) found that religious fun-
damentalism was a significant predictor of trans-
prejudice, but only for women participants (this
qualification also existed at the bivariate level).

Biblical literalism

Only one study explored biblical literalism, but
this study found a significant correlation between
literal interpretation of the Bible and transpreju-
dice (Cragun & Sumerau, 2015). In addition,
Worthen et al. (2017) also assessed biblical liter-
alism as a predictor of transprejudice. Both stud-
ies found that biblical literalism predicted
transprejudice in U.S. populations; however, this
effect did not hold for samples from Italy
or Spain.

Frequency of religious attendance

All four studies that examined the relationship
between religious attendance and transprejudice
found that more frequent attendance at religious
services was significantly correlated with increase in
transprejudice for heterosexual participants (Fisher
et al., 2017: Grigoropoulos & Kordoutis, 2015;
Swank et al., 2013; Willoughby et al., 2010). Swank
et al. (2013) found that frequency of religious

service attendance was significantly correlated with
transprejudice, but this effect was qualified by the
sexual orientation of their participants—the effect
existed for the heterosexual portion of their sample
but found this effect did not exist for lesbian, gay,
or bisexual (LGB) participants. One of these studies
(Grigoropoulos & Kordoutis, 2015) and an add-
itional three studies (Lewis et al., 2017; Worthen,
2014; Worthen, Lingiardi, & Caristo, 2017) exam-
ined frequency of religious attendance as a pre-
dictor of transprejudice, with three of the studies
finding that religious attendance was a significant
predictor of transprejudice (Lewis et al., 2017;
Worthen, 2014; Worthen et al., 2017). However, the
latter study found that this was true only for an
Oklahoman population, and that the effect did not
hold for Texan, Italian, or Spanish populations.
One study that examined almost exclusively Greek
Orthodox Christians found that the frequency of
attendance at religious services did not predict
transprejudice (Grigoropoulos & Kordoutis, 2015).

Religious education

Three studies investigated the relationship between
religious education (or used samples from religious
affiliated vs nonaffiliated educational institutions)
and transprejudice, with mixed results. One study
found a significant difference in transprejudice
between participants who received a religious edu-
cation and those who did not receive a religious
education (Scandurra et al., 2017), with participants
who received a religious education reporting higher
levels of transprejudice. However, another study
found no relationship (Fisher et al., 2017). One
study found that faculty members from religious
affiliated institutions had more transprejudice than
faculty members from secular institutions (de Jong,
2015). One study examined religious education was
not a predictor of transprejudice among Catholic
participants (Scandurra et al., 2017).

Factors influencing the religion-attitudes
relationship

Gender

Five studies examined the moderating effect of
gender on the religion-transprejudice relationship

32 M. CAMPBELL ET AL.



(Adams et al., 2016; Garelick et al., 2017; Nagoshi
et al., 2008; Nagoshi et al., 2018; Norton &
Herek, 2013). Three of these studies found that
religious fundamentalism was correlated with
transprejudice for both men and women (Adams
et al., 2016; Nagoshi et al., 2008; Nagoshi et al.,
2018); however, Nagoshi et al. (2008) found this
correlation was significant only for women (and
not for men) when statistically controlling for
homophobia. Two studies found that measures of
religiosity were correlated with transprejudice for
women (but not men) participants (Garelick
et al., 2017; Norton & Herek, 2013).

Two of these studies (Garelick et al., 2017;
Norton & Herek, 2013) and an additional single
study (Elischberger et al., 2016) examined if gen-
der qualified religious factors as predictors of
transprejudice. Two studies found that measures
of religiosity predicted transprejudice for women
but not men (Garelick et al., 2017; Norton &
Herek, 2013), and one study found that religious
affiliation was a significant predictor of transpre-
judice people for both men and women
(Elischberger et al., 2016).

Sexual orientation

Two studies examined the moderating effect of
sexual orientation on the religion-transprejudice
relationship. Swank et al. (2013) found that trans-
prejudice was correlated with attendance at reli-
gious services for heterosexual students, but not
LGB students. In contrast, Worthen (2017) found
that religiosity was a predictor of transprejudice
for both heterosexual and LGB participants.

Target’s gender/sex

Two studies differentiated attitudes toward male-
to-female (MTF) transprejudice from female-to-
male (FTM) transprejudice (Nagoshi et al., 2018;
Worthen, 2017). No differences were found in
religious attitudes toward transmen and trans-
women. One study found that religious funda-
mentalism was related to both MTF and FTM
transprejudice (Nagoshi et al., 2018), and the
other found that religiosity predicted both MTF
and FTM transprejudice (Worthen, 2017).

Discussion

Negative attitudes toward transgender people
(i.e., transprejudice) are prevalent in most soci-
eties and can lead to discrimination and harass-
ment (Lombardi, 2009; Willoughby et al., 2010).
Religion—both categorical religious affiliation
and differences in religiosity—appears to play an
important role in trans-prejudicial attitudes
(Nagoshi et al., 2008; Tee & Hegarty, 2006). This
paper systematically reviewed and synthesized the
evidence from studies that have examined the
religion-transprejudice relationship and in doing
so presented substantial evidence that religion is
related to increase in transprejudice (regardless of
the operationalization of religion). Some mixed
evidence for moderators of this relationship
were identified.

Summary of evidence

Across studies, consistent evidence was found
indicating that religious identification (i.e., self-
classification as a religious person) is associated
with more negative attitudes toward transgender
people and higher levels of transphobia. These
findings are comparable to studies that have
found that self-identification as religious is linked
to prejudice against other social outgroups
(Allport, 1954; Shariff et al., 2016; Whitley, 2009).
The majority of studies also found that specific
religious affiliations tend to be associated with
higher levels of transprejudice. For example,
Christian participants reported the most negative
attitudes towards transgender people, and a single
study reported that Muslim participants harbor
similar levels of transprejudice as Christians par-
ticipants; however, evidence for this finding is
limited to a single study that explicitly examined
Muslim attitudes. A caveat to the religious affili-
ation- transprejudice findings pertains to
Judaism. Specifically, across a limited number of
studies (k¼ 2), evidence was presented that
Jewish participants had the most positive atti-
tudes toward transgender people compared to
participants of other religions (although equitable
with nonreligious participants). This finding is
comparable to research suggesting that Jewish
people tend to have more tolerant attitudes
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toward social outgroups than Christians (Lottes
& Kuriloff, 1992; Wills & Crawford, 1999).

Consistent evidence was found linking forms
of religiosity (general religiosity, religious funda-
mentalism, biblical literalism, and attendance at
religious services) with transprejudice. This may
be explained by research indicating that individu-
als who are highly religious have increased belief
in, and adherence to, specific doctrinal ordinan-
ces against gender variant behavior (Finlay &
Walther, 2003; Whitley, 2009). As such, people
who highly value their religious beliefs are more
likely to have negative attitudes toward people
who they perceive as demonstrating gender non-
conforming behavior, and thus are more likely to
feel validated in expressing transphobia (Norton
& Herek, 2013; Willoughby et al., 2010). There
was a mixed evidence regarding the association
between religious education and transprejudice,
with no definite trend found suggesting that reli-
gious education is associated with negative atti-
tudes towards transgender people. It is also worth
noting that one of these studies only measured
the religious affiliation of the participants’ educa-
tional institution, and not the religious identifica-
tion and/or religiosity of individual participants,
limiting the interpretability of the findings.

Some evidence was provided indicating the
relationship between religion and attitudes
toward transgender people may be moderated by
individual characteristics of the attitude holder—
including their geographical location, gender, and
sexual orientation. At the bivariate level, religios-
ity was found to significantly correlate with trans-
prejudice across all populations, regardless of
geographical location. Although aspects of religi-
osity, such as biblical literalism and frequency of
religious attendance, were predictive of transpre-
judice for the majority of U.S populations, they
were not significant predictors of transprejudice
for other populations including Italian, Spanish,
and Greek populations. It has been suggested
that negative attitudes toward transgender people
in these countries may be mostly related to polit-
ical beliefs, rather than religious beliefs
(Worthen, 2017). Related to this, researchers have
begun to explore the roles of political and social
factors and how they interact with religion to
result in other prejudices. For example, Doebler

(2015) found that religion was more strongly
related to prejudice toward gay people in
Western Europe in comparison to Eastern
Europe. Future research could explore the inter-
action of such political and social factors with
religion to produce transprejudice.

Mixed evidence was found regarding the effect
of gender on the religion-transprejudice relation-
ship - approximately half of the studies (k¼ 3)
suggested that there were no gender differences;
however, the remaining studies (k¼ 2) presented
evidence in which gender differences existed. In
these studies, religion was associated with
increase in transprejudice for women but not
men. This is an area where further research
would be beneficial. Mixed evidence was found
in the limited number of studies (k¼ 2) that
examined the effect of sexual orientation on reli-
gious attitudes toward transgender people, with
only one study providing evidence that sexual
orientation influences the relationship between
religious measures and transphobia. Taken
together, our understandings of the religion-
transprejudice relationship are fairly limited, and
the moderating and mediating factors in this
relationship warrant further exploration.

Limitations

The generalizability of these findings are limited by
the populations studied. The majority of studies
(n¼ 18) used convenience samples comprised
exclusively of university students or faculty mem-
bers. This can present a problem as university stu-
dents typically represent a more liberal-leaning
part of society due to the well-documented rela-
tionship between education and positive attitudes
toward LGBT individuals (Norton & Herek, 2013).
Additionally, most studies used U.S. samples,
which were primarily Christian in religious affili-
ation. However, only a limited number of studies
explicitly examined the individual denominations
that make up the larger affiliation of Christianity
(e.g., Evangelicalism, Protestantism, Catholicism,
etc). As such, this systematic review did not
account for differences between individual
Christian denominations. Furthermore, although
other religious affiliations, such as Buddhism and
Hinduism, may also be associated with
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transphobia, no studies were identified that met
inclusion criteria and assessed these affiliations
explicitly. More cross-national and cross-cultural
research is needed to examine the roles social and
cultural norms play in shaping the relationship
between religiosity and attitudes toward trans-
gender people.

The literature on religion has reported that
religiosity is made up of a number of different
constructs (Anderson, 2015). Yet, many of the
measures of religiosity used were based on simplis-
tic indices involving a single dimension (e.g., self-
rating general “religiousness” or frequency of reli-
gious attendance). Measuring religiosity in this way
may limit the conclusions a study can make. In
particular, it may not accurately measure religiosity
across religious affiliations. For example, frequency
of religious attendance may vary in some religious
populations (i.e., some religions mandate more fre-
quent attendance than others; some people attend
for ritualistic purposes or out of obligation [e.g.,
with parents/spouse] rather than for personal rea-
sons). Although some studies included multiple
measures of religiosity (e.g., self-rated religiosity
and religious fundamentalism), few studies directly
compared the ways in which different measures of
religiosity are associated with attitudes toward
transgender people or examined possible interac-
tions between these religious measures.

Finally, we would like to acknowledge that our
search strategy targeted the transprejudice litera-
ture, and that the search terms used in this strat-
egy might have overlooked other related
constructs of interest such as attitudes toward
gender and sexual diversity.

Conclusions

This is the first systematic review of the literature
that explores the relationship between religion
and transprejudice. The narrative synthesis of the
results indicates that people who identify as being
religious, or as belonging to a religion (with the
exception of Judaism), on average reported
higher levels of transprejudice than nonreligious
individuals. In addition, there was consistent evi-
dence that religiosity (in particular religious fun-
damentalism, biblical literalism, and church
attendance) was also related to increase in

transprejudice. There was a mixed evidence for
moderators of these relationships—these relation-
ships were sometimes stronger and more consist-
ent for participants who were straight, female,
and from the United States.

Understanding the factors that are antecedents
and predictors of transprejudice, and specifically
religiously-motivated transprejudice, are necessary
into order to inform interventions and strategies
to combat stigma and discrimination against this
vulnerable people. The continued exploration of
these factors is necessary. We hope that if reli-
gion-specific transprejudice decreases, there will
be a related decrease in more general transpreju-
dice and continued improvements in policy and
laws that affect transgender individuals.

Notes

1. It is also worth noting that some transgender people
identify outside the gender binary of ‘male’ and
‘female’, identifying as neither, both, or somewhere on
a spectrum between the two, and may move fluidly
between identities over time (Dean et al., 2000;
Whittle, Turner, Al-Alami, Rundall, Thom, 2007).

2. Transprejudice is synonymous with Transphobia
which refers to negative, prejudicial attitudes toward
individuals whose gender identity does not align with
their biological sex (Hill & Willoughby, 2005),
although in line arguments that the suffix ‘phobia’ has
clinical connotations (Anderson & Holland, 2015;
Herek & McLemore, 2013) we prefer the former term.

3. It is worth noting that Ali and colleagues (2016) found
a trend for higher levels of transprejudice as levels of
religious guidance increased, however the sample sizes
in this study was underpowered from a statistical
perspective and as such, the reliability of these
between-group findings needs ratifying.
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